further investigated the nomenclature, agreeing that L. flavocoerulescens referred to the esorediate taxon and recognizing the sorediate taxon as L. flavocoerulescens var. ochracea (Lynge) Degelius. Degelius (l.c.) also mentioned the existence of a sorediate specimen in the herbarium at Uppsala that had been annotated by E. Fries as originating from the original collection used for the protologue. It would appear, therefore, that Hornemann used more than one specimen when describing the taxon. Hertel (Khumbu Himal 6: 216-217, 1977) duly choose the specimen in UPS as lectotype thus associating the name with the sorediate taxon, which was contrary to previous usage. However, Gowan & Ahti (Ann. Bot. Fennici 30: 59-60, 1993) showed that, as this specimen was sorediate, it was in serious conflict with the protologue (ICBN Art. 9.17b), and the lectotypification had to be rejected. Instead they chose the illustration in Flora Danica as the lectotype, thus re-associating the name with the esorediate taxon.
Because of the confusion surrounding the application of the name, Santesson (Lichens and Lichenicolous Fungi of Sweden & Norway 178, 1993) rejected the use of P. flavocoerulescens for the esorediate taxon and continued to use the unambiguous Porpidia flavicunda (Ach.) Gowan. However, a formal proposal to reject the name was not made and subsequent checklists have used either P. flavocoerulescens (e.g., Coppins, Checklist of lichens of Great Britain and Ireland: 47, 2002; Esslinger & Egan, Bryologist 98: 522, 1995; Vitikainen & al., Norrlinia 6: 51, 1997) 
